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RISTRIOT.D e
S AMERICAN EMBASSY

. SBUBJACT: ;Immunlty of Forelgn btates, their Agen01es
. .7 . Neval Vessels, Merchant Vessels and-other
Fublic Prooerty from the PTocess of the
_Courts and- from Taxatlon '

‘ The Lonordble

The Secretary of State,,
‘washington D C.

oo I have the honer to refer to/the Denartment'
circular airgram of November 1, 1948, g. 15 8. mo,-untltled
SOVERGEIGHN IMIUNITY and to transmit herewith & copy of a

 London, December 23, 1949

. memorandum which has” been received from the Foreign Office'

on the subject. - In forwerding this information the

Toreign Office regretted that it hed not:been pOSSLble

to send it earlier, but that guite & lot of research had

-been necessary to enable an ‘Assistant Legal adviser of

the Department of Keseerch to prepare the study. - It was

- stated further:

./;»;\'

'"It does not purport to be =1 complete treatment of
the subject and still less an official statement

of the position by the Foreign Office. It possesses_

'no more auythority than a. quotatlon from,any legal
text book on the subgect or an opinion whieh might
hsve beén given ab the request of the United States
Imbassy sollcltors by any practlslng member. of the

. Bar n . :
Respectfully yours, '
For the Charge d'hffelres ad 1nter1m
g'é{7'f‘[. o
e T --A . John W. Bailey Jrcg
2 41%7 g Amertban Consul General
unclosure ' .

_ Memoranduma entitled as dbove

'fJNBalley Jr/mos

(Forwarded in multlllth process)’ x."
;RLSTRIQTED

State Debartrhen"t review
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mvnmmy OF 'FOREIGN STATES , TH*;I'R AG‘:NCI“ . TAVAL

vMLﬁChANT ViSO SELS AND OTHAR PUBLIO IdOILQTY

1, _ Jurisdietional Immuﬁity

- There are two propositions of international law
whlch heve been engrafted into English law and which have
.~ recently been described in the fnglish Courts (1) as "well
'astabllshed" and "beyond dispute"' : : -

‘These are -

(1) That the courts of a country will not implead .
a foreign sovereign, i.e. they will not by .
thelr process make him ggainst his will a party
td legal préoceedings whether the rrooeedlncs

- involve process against his-person or seek to
.‘recover fron Him‘SEecific property or damages,

(2) That the courts of'a country will not by their
- process, whether the foreign soverelgn is & pearty
to the proceedlngs or not- seize or detain .
groperty which is his eor of whlch he is in
p0539881on [r controlo ' :

Although there ig some dlfferenoe in the praotlce of
‘nations as to whether these principles extend to property
only used for the commercial- purposes of the sovereign or
to personal private property, the Inglish Courts have
consistently held thet they a‘ply to both these kinds of
.pronerty - :

- The propos1t10n that no actlon or other proceedlnws
-can be teken in the Inglish Courts against a foreign -
sovereign unless he volunbarily submits to the jurisdiction
is illustrated by a series of caseg extending over the '
last hundred years. Tr the earliér ceses immunity was
claimed on behalf of the ruler of a foreign State, but
the principles establishsd in thosée cases have been spplied
in later cases where &mMunlty has been cleimed not on
behalf of the ruler of a State.in person but on behalf
of the State itself or 1ts Government. . In certain cases,

- -such as Mighell v, Sultan of Johore and Duff Developnent
Gompany v. Government: of Kelantan Whlch are referred to
below. a parson or adminlstration ‘has been regarded in-
ternally as. a foreign sovereign in the English Courts, .

“although from the general stendpoint of international law

. such person or. admlnistratlon was neither foreign or
soverelgn ' : :

"One of the earliést cases illustratlng this prlncl?le
of 1mmun1ty was Duke of Brunswick v. King of Hanover (2) in
which/

 (1) Lord Atkln in The Cristlna (1938) £.C., p.490
(2) (1848)2HLGI : ) L
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which it was held that the #nglish Courts had no
Jurisdiction to entertain an sction for the recovery of
debts incurred by a foreign sovereign whllst on a visit

to ungldnd The decision in this case was followed in
Wadsworth v. jueen of Spain(3) but in the latter case the
opinion was expressed by Lord Campbell that & sovereign
who was a defendant might be subject to the jurisdietion
in respect of ucts done otherwise than in his charecter

as & sovereign. llowever, in Mighell v. Sultan of Johore(i)
which reaffirmed the principle that the inglish Courts had
no jurisdiction over an independent foreign sovereign
unlese he submitted to the Jurisdiction, it was also held
that the fact that a foreign Sovereign had entered into a
contract in e foreign country as & private individual diad
not emount to a submission to the jurisdiction or render
him liable to be sued for breach of such contract.

This case, 1in fact, established the principle thet the
Inglish Courts will decline to make any distinction, where
Jurisdictional immunity is concerned, between the priveate
and public acts of & sovereign, and, ‘therefore, do not
admit of any distinection between the sovereign and_
non-soverelgn acts of a foreign State or Government.

 Immunity from proceedings(5) is, therefore, recognized
- in ell cases excepti-

(a) where there has been voluntary submission,

or (b) where the foreign sovereign, heving itself
initiated the proceedingsn a counter claim
in the nature of & set off is raised by way
of defence. (b) :

(]
e

or ( where an lnternational Convention makes a High
: Contracting Tarty liable to legal proceedings
in the courts of = foreign State, sznd His
Majesty has, by Order in Council, certified
that. for the purpose of any procevalnvs brought
in the Supreme Court ageinst that party or in
respect of property of that party in accordance
with the provisions of the Convention, that
party shall be deemed to have submitted to the
Jurisdiction of the Court (Section 13 of the -
sdministration of Justice (Miscellaneous ITo-
visions) Aect, 1938.)

The only other possible exoeltlon to the jurisdictional
1mmun1ty of a foreign soverelgn is the case of proceedings
‘ agalnst a forelgn sovereign regarding title to real property
- in fngland, other then property, such as limbassy prenises,

necessary/

17 % B 171

(1894) I«%ubu (C.A.) 149

For a general consideration of this question see
Fitzmaurice. B.Y.B.I.L. 1933 p.104;

-

) (S.A. Kepublic v. Compagnie Franco-Belge (1898) I. Ch.190
‘ RESTRICTLD '

s
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p.3 of Znclosure with RESTRICTH D Despetch 2016
December 23, 1948 from-the HEmbassy at London

necessary for the exercise of the sovereign functions

of the foreign State concerned, but it 1s not possible
"to speak with any certainty on this point &s no such cease
appears ever bo have come before the Enullsh Courts.

There sre several cases 1llustrat1ng the strlctness

 , with which the fnglish Courts have safeguarded a voluntary

submission to the jurisdiction by & foreign soverelgn)

In Duff Development Company v. Government of elantant?)

it was held that nothing short of an sctual submission in
respect of the partlcular proceedlngs before the Court

will suffice to give the Court jurisdiction. The fact
that a foreign State or Government has in a private contract
agreed to submit a dispute to the fnglish Courts does not
amount to &n actual submission, and does not give the courts
jurisdiction. Nor does the fact that a foreign Government
has assented to the jurisdiction of the Court for the
purpose of a decision on a matter in dispute, ensble
executlon to be levied against property of that Government
as the result of a judgment against it. n Companis
Mercantil Argentina v. U.S. Shipping Board(?) it was held
that a mere submission to arbitration does not amount to a
-waiver of the immunity of the soverelgn when sued in
“Court of Law in Qersonam, Further, it wes esteblished in
Vavasseur V. Krupplg). that, even if there is submission

to -the jurisdiction it does not Tollow that the rights
of @ foreign sovereign as to non-interference with its =
property can be infringed. - It 18, however impoitant to
notice that the mere fact that s forelgn sovereign is
interested in- the subject matter of a case before the
Znglish courts is not sufficient to cause the court to
decline jurisdiction, It has been held for example that
the fact thet a forelgn Government is, or may be inter-
ested in & trust or similar fund is not a sufficient reason
why the Court should decline jurisdietion. (In re Russian
Bank for Foreien Trade)(10) and that a mere claim by &
foreign State, which 1s neither an agctual nor a necessary
party to the proceedings, that it has an interest in the
case wlll not prevent the Court from adjucating the action
or between the parties to it (Haile Selassie v. Cable and
Wireless Ltd. (No. 1) (11).

. The principle meintained by the inglish Courts that
the property of one sovereign 1s not subject to seizure
or arrest in the territories of another, is also illustrated

by a long series of cases. It was early recognised that
an ermed vessel telonging to-a forelgr sovereign could no}
: be
7Y UI92L) A.CUT797
(8) (1924) 40 T.L.R.,
(9) 9 Ch. 351 R
(10) (1933) Ch. D.745
(11) (1938) Ch. D. 545

RESTRICTHED
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be seized or srrested(l2) and it soon came to be rscog-
nised that unermed vessels enjoyed the same immunity; (13)

. and that the fact that a public vessel was carrying cergo did
not deprive such vessel of the immunity;(lu)

The principle of the. immunity of all State vessels :
was upheld and extended -in the case of The Parlement ZDelge(l5)
in which it was held that an unarmed packet belonging to
the sovereign of a foreign State, and in the hands of
officers commissioned by him, and employed in carrying meils,

“was not liable to be seized in a sult in rem. to recover
redress for a collision, and that this lmmunity was not
lost by reason of the vessels also carrying merchendise
and passengers for hire. =~ = = :

: The decision in The Parlement Belge dcfinitivgly,
established the following four points:-(16)

(i) that the immunity is not confined to ships of
waer, but extends to other public ships the
property of any Sovereign State which are
"Jastined for public use™;

(ii) +that the immunity protects the foreign sovereign
not merely against process in personam, but clso
sgeinst the process in rem. of the inglish Court
of admiralty; . : '

(iii) +that the declaration by a foreign State that a-
ship is a public vessel of the State 1s con-
clusive upon an fnglish Court and cannot be
enquired into; - o o

(iv) that the mere fact of the ship being used
subordinetely and partially for trading
purpecses did not take away the general immunity.

"he decision in The Parlement Belge was upheld in
The Jassy(17) and has been followed, and its underlying
principles extended, in a number of 'later cases. In
The Porto Alexandre(18) it was held that a vessel owned
or reguisitioned by & sovereign independent State and
carrying freight for the Stateé is not deprived of lmmunity
from ths process of arrest by reason of the fact that the
vessel is employed on ordinary trading voyages carrying
cargoss for privete individuaels.. In the Compznia
Mercantil Argentine v U.S. Shipping Board(19) it was hsld
_thet the msre fact that a ship belonging to & sovereign
body is esxclusively used in private trading dces not render
the soveTelign body liable to process in thes inglish Courts.

1

o ‘ ‘ Vo i . It/
(12) The Frins Fredsrik (1820) 2 Dods. 451
(13) The Thomas Scott (1804) 10 L.T.720
(14) The Constitution 4 ¥.D.39 =
(15) TIBECT 572 DI 1CA 197) : ,
(16) uoWeir B.Y.B.I.L. 1921-22 pp. 68-69
- (17) (1906) E.D.270 N g
(18) (1920) P.30 '
(19) (1924) 40 T.L.R.
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p.5 of inclosure with RESTRICTED Despatch 2016,
December 23. 1948 from the Embassy at London

It has further been held in & number of cases that
a maritime lien is not enforceable ggainst a vessel which
is the property of a forelgn state; .or against vessels
_chertered or requisitioned by a foreign State, or other-
. wige in its possession and control, as long as the latter
vessels remaln subject o the possession and control of the
foreign State., - In The Constitution(20) 1t was held thut a
meritime lien in respect of salvage was not enforceable
against a foreign ship of war: In The Tervaete(21)
it was held that a meritime lien cannot attach, even in
suspense, to a State-owned foreign vessel so as to be
enforceable against it 1f end when it is transferred into
private ownership. The Sylvan Arrow(22) decided that
no meritime lien attached to.a vessel reguisitioned by a
foreign sovereign which became involved in & collision
as long @s the vessel remained subject to governmental
possession and control. = The slightly later case of the
ieandros(23) was distinguished from the Sylvan srrow
because salvage proceedings in rem., were in the latter
case instituted after the requisition was terminated
‘and the vessel had besn restorsd to its original owner and
it was held that when govarnmental possession and control
cease to operats and the vessel is redelivered to its
owner, an sction in personam will lie against the owner
in respect oi s@ivage services rendered. to the vessel
whilet under such control if he has derived a beneflt
. from such services. Lo : :

It can be seen from the cases briefly summarised Lere
that the prineciple that the Inglish Courts will not exer-
cise jurisdiction over a ship which is the property of a
foreign State [whetiier such vessel is actually engaged in
The public cervice cr is being used in the ordinary way of
‘a. shipowners business! and that & maritime lien cannct
atteeh to such @ vesssl has been extended to ships which
are not the property of a foreign State, but are chertered
or requisitioned by it or otherwise: in its possession or
control.(24) The inglish Courts have, therefore, zdhered
strictly. to the practice of not withholding jurisdictional
immunities from States sven where such ships have been
sngaged in commercs. The United Kingdom, 1t is worthy
of note, signed both the Brussels Convention of 10th april,
1926, which recognizes the principle that ships (with their
cargoss) opsrated or owned by Governments Tor commsrcial
purposes, shall in time of psace not snjoy  jurisdictional
immunity, and the supplsmsntary Frotocol of 24th May, 1934,
but did not ratify either the Convention or the Frotocol.

In/

. R T R S
(1922) P.259 o D
) Po220 e o

Oppenhsin International Law (7th 2d.) Volums I 767-
768. The extensicn of immunity to ships not
actually owned by e forelgn State 1s lllustrated,
in addition to the cases alrsady cited by
The ilessicano (1916) 32 T.L.&, 519: The irissos
(1917) LL.R October 23:; The Crimdon (1918)

35 TLr.81. | = R
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In The CZristina(25) doubts were expressed us 1o
the o in The Forto ..lexendre(26) hed bsen

& correct one. dud Vﬂ:tLPT therefore, Jurisdictlonal
JmmunitJ asitt to be rtnteu to ships and cargoes engaged
in ordinary trading voymFus, It was held by the House of

Lords, bowever, that to sllow the arrest of a ship, including
a trading ship, which is in the possession of, and which

has been reguisitioned for public purposes by a foreign
sovereign State would be an infrection of the rule "well
gstablished in internzticnal law" that a sovereign State
canrov, directly or indirectly, be implesded without its
consent . : '

« very recent case reafflrﬂlng the orlqo¢ples which
have been referred to sbove 1s Dollfuss lileg v. Bank of
dngland (27) in which the Benlk successfully moved to set
aside the writ and all subseqguent proceedings on the ground
that 64 gold bars which were the subject matter of the
action, were in the poesessn on of or.under control of the
Governments of the U.3.A.. France &nd the U.k., and that
the acticn therefore impleaded two forelgn soverelgn
States.

The princil
elther diresctliy
consent carri

& bhat e foreign sovereign State cannot.
indirectly . be impleaded without its

s with it the conseguence that departments
of a forelgn Goverument and sagents of a forelgn Governnent,
as well as the Government itself, are at the 4resent time

‘Tecognised as enjorying jurisdictional immunity under
Jmﬂﬁhﬂwn

department of a foreign Government.

511 Argentina v. U.S, oShipping Soard

i € ¢ e large mercantile flset, pro-
sificate furnished by the U.S. “mbassador stating

thqt rhew vcwo g "Uepartment of State of the U.3.a."™ and

successfully claimed immunity on the ground thet they were

a soverelign body. bhaing & Department of the U7.8,4. and

therefore could not be sued in the s@nglish Courts.

The Seczislon In Compania Mercantile argentina v.
Snlpying Board hes been followed very recently in sreji
v. The Tass agency. which was heard in the Court of appee
on 27tk June ”CLQV In that cese the Soviet ambascador
furnished a certificate that the Tass Agency "constitubes

a departwment of the Soviet State 1.e. the U.5.5.K.

“exercising/
{25) (1932} TooL85
(26) (1920) ¥ 20 ‘
(27) weported in "The Times" on 7th April, 1949
{28) (1924) 4C T.L.R. B

J.{ uuT.L\,IGT D
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p.7 of Snelosure with RESTRICTIZD Despatch 2016,

- December 23. 1948 from the Lmbassy at London

exercising the rights of & legal entity." = The Court

held that in the 1isht of the Ambassador's certificate,
they were bound Lo come to the conclu31on thet the Tass
Agency was a depertment of the Soviet State, and therefore
decided that its claim to immunity must be upheld. AL
attempt was made to distingulsh this case from the case

of the U.3, ohlpp]n& Board on the ground that the Tass

Agency had been declared to be a "legal entity™ and that
the U.3, Dhlyﬂlnﬂ Fosrd was merely a depariment of the
Government and had no separate legal existence. - The
Court was not satlisfied., on the evidence available, that
the Tass :gency wae a geparate legal entity, and made it
clear, thet even 1f it had been, it would not necessarily
have bean deprived of immunity for that reason. In each
case it would be fTor consideration whether a State igency

“or department was so incorporated as to meke it a legel

entity separete from the State and equivelent to an ordinary
tradlna enterprlqe"tk9}

(b) Immuni*ty of sAgents of a foreign Government

© In Twycross v. Dreyfus(3C) it ,wes decided that pro-
ceedings could mot be brought in the ingligh Courts agalns
the agent of & foveign Government in respect of property
mhlchy or an intsrest in wilelh. the agent had acquired
on behalf of auch Forelgn Government. The Court declined
to trest such property. because it was in the hands of
an agent, as b g, anything other than the pr onerty 01 the
Government itself znd said "yocu cannct sue the FPeruvien
Government =nd 1t would be & monstrous userpation of Jjuris-
diction to sue = forsien Government indirectly by meking

.

its agents in this country defendasnts.”

The dnziisn Courts will extend to egents of a Torelgn
b}

or in whioch they have acgulred an interest, on behalf

of the forelgn wqurﬂmnﬁt and in respect cf all acts

whiieh are ;Jrfurmec in the sapacity of agent. Unless

sueh agent has diplomstic gtatus., the inglish Courts will

not erant him umcorditional immunity. This is ilius:

trated by Fenton Textiile ASbOOlSthH v. irsssin(3l) wbere

a claim to inmunity by a trade agent of the U,3,5.R, on the

ground thet he was an cuthorised representative of a foreign

uuate and as such was entitled to unconditional imsfunity

from process was not upheld. (The Trade .agreement of

I
€80

i

léph L 1921, between the United Ningdom and the
U, 8,808, whic‘ was arplicable., provided that officiali =age

n
thereunder shou i be immune from arrest and search, but did

ot

. to
Loup e inter ﬁepartmental “Committee io conSLQnr -and

repcrt il the general guestion. of the# Immunity afforded
by tnglish Law to organs of foreign States (see art
IIT of this kismorandum):

{30} (1877} 5 Ch. 005

(31) (1922) 38 T.L.R.259

RASTRICTED
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December 23, 1948 from the inbassy at London

not provide for immunity from eivil process other then
as agenb.) Theimmunity of & foreizn Government. in respsct
of transactions carrisd out by its agent, and in respsct

“of any of 1ts property dealt with by such agent, mu%,(Of

course, be welved. (See for exemple, article 2 (6 7)
of the Temporery Commercial ugre—ment of 16th April, 1930,
betwesn the United Kingdom and the U.s 8.R.(32)

The case of Fenton Textile .association v. Krassin,
which hag been referred. to above,. illustrates another
point of lintersst. This 'is thau QTOVLQLOHdl recognition

of a new Stete or Government or. sovereign: carries with

it the sams Jurludlctlonal 1mmun1t1es as those accorded

in the event of de jure recognition. If. however,

¥...G. heas not recognised a forelgn Government or 1t
sovereignty. the Courts cf this country cannot, or at
least ought not to, recognize such government or its
sovereignty (Lutbher v.-Sagor)(33). If the Court has
ingufficlent knnvladce as to the sovere1u_ty of a person,
Government or Stete, 1t must apply for informetion to the
‘Seeretary of Stete for Foreign Arfalrs. (34) The answe
given by tie stary of State is final and "Onclus¢vp"
tHe Court csa gc texind the certificate of the
Secretary e nor permit the partieu tg adduce evidence
contrary % i ormatﬁon given in it. Luther v. Sagor
gffords a zeed illustretion of the principles sutlined
gbove: in bLnat nase the Court of appeal reversed the
Judgment of tie Cwurt below on a certificate teing given
by the Secretary of State that the Soviet administration
was reccognised &3 Hl, %, as be lng in - DOSoGSSlun cf the
power of @ gsoverelgn in Russia.

The same consideraticns apply when two contending
bodles esen cialm to be vhe soverelgn Government of & foreign

country Le&: in Suvain during the civil war which begdn

in 1936!. hpre it may happen that one Goverament 1is
recognised as the de jure umvernment of ‘the whole of the
country, but another ‘Government as the de factc Gover roment
of certain sreas in which e revolution has succeaded. In
such cases alsc the Secretary of State's certificate is
conclusive. (See Danco de Bilbso v. Rey:(35) Government
of Republic of wpain v. drantzazu Menme%Bé)

I Imuunity from Taxetion

The United “1“gdom hes m&l tained as against forelgn
Governments the doctrine that onse Government may nct tax
~ancther and has followed this doctrine in its own prectice.
Tt bases this dnstrine cn the. principle of the soverelgnty
~ and equality of States which lies behind the rule of inter-
. national law that the public .property of a State is immune
from the jurisdiction of another State.

et e s e | A/
Series No 19 (19301 T -
1 KLE zﬁ
ans "The onvlu31veness ‘of tné Foreign Offics
ificate! 5 Y . B.IT.Lu 1946 Dp”2u5 RE3.
2 X.B. (CA) 76"

,chwzaé ' e
{ISTRICTED
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p.9 of dndlosuve with RESTRICTED Despateh 2016,
December 23, 1948 from the'lmbassy at London

4 recent sxampie of the practice of the United
Kingdom is to be found in the. case of the Irag Currency
Board which was set up for the. purpose. of issuing currency
and coin, and which hes been treated in the United Lingdom
as a forengn Gwvernment 1ns+1tutlon and as such exempt
from taxaticn. _ ;

There is zn absence of declidions by the unglish Courts
bearing on this subjeet Dbut the administrative declsions
by which British prsctice is regulated were besed on &
consideraticn of those pr»n01nles of internstional law on
which the jurisdictional immunities of foreign States,
their Gevernments and rulers are founded, and which lle
behind the decisions in those dases which have been
referred tc in Part I of thivaemorandum“

The present praﬂtlne of the Inlandé Revenus Depertment
of the United Kingdcm is fpunded on the view that the
public property of & foreign State 18 protected from taxa-
tion under the United Kinedom Incnme Tax Acts by the
general principle of international lew which treats
sovereigns and the publiie proverty beleénging to them as
‘not subject to the mumicinal laws of foreign States.

It has alresdy buen seen that Snglish law does not
regard the use of the property of a iorpign State for
trading rnrnﬂcen as d iwing sueh property from immunity
from arrest s=pd the vrocess of the courts. The same
principle hms. been followsad in practlice by the Board of
Inland Devenwue which has stated that the Government of a

“foreign country is not charged to. Injand Revenue direet
taxation either in respeet of property which 1t owns or
profits of trede which it carrises. onh in the United Ringdom.
This is s«  even where the trade of a forelign Government
is carried cn by an ?“°F1 in the United hingdon. For

xemple. in 2.9% the U 3.5 H. Trade Du*egatlon was exempted
from taxaticn on its irzde profits. . Such przctice is
consistent with the dootrine of absclute immunity of forelign
soverelgns which has so for beenrn upheld in the United ~ingdom,
~and which mekes no distinctlion between public and pr1ve+e
ot
a

law activitias of States? A8 has been seen from the ca

of The Cristina ecited ‘bOTégithlS :dostrine has not escaped
some eritisism in the ingilsh Courts. &dnd doubts as to
the desirabllity of exempTinn frcm the taxing laws of other

countries the commercial tactivities of a foreign State have
been expreaced in the United Kingdom within the last thirty
years. It remsins however to be seen whether the
Ceourts and suthorities of the Unlted LKingdom will, at any
time in the future. msketa distinction between the "pubiic®
~and "private" activities of 'a forelign State. snd withhold
both Jurisdictional Immud *ty and immunity from taxation
from the latter. To m large extent this will be depo:dent
on the repcrt .of the inter- departmertal Committee which is
referred to in Fart ’II of this Memorandum. and on any
legisletion whizh might be 1ntroduced a8 tﬂb result of such
report . .

t,
T
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III . Inguiry/
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IIT. Inguiry intc juections o f “tate fimunity

During & debzte in the fOuSu_OL Lords on
23rd November  1%49 {37) on %the Tass mgequ cese waieh
has been referresd to in Jjart I of this Memors:dum, i

ord Chencellor snnounced thet the .Government red
decided to set up an inter- erarumsntcl Committee to
consider snd report on the guestion of "whetker the law

of this ccuntry aiforded to orgsns of foreign States &

SRE

wider Immunity than was desirable or stric ly reguired

by the priacirles of 1nterna 1pnal law observed by the
counbries of the world.", & gquestion the impertance of which
the Lord Chencellor sa-dhnud increaged "owing to the general

increase of State activities &b the present dey dnd Llair
extenslion iv the reala of omﬁerue and trQPc

The Lnrd Chuncellcr stated thdt after the report of
the Committes hed been received gnd ccnsidered, it might
be deﬂlded that there would have to be new ¢eﬂlslatlon

to elter "the »rinciple ¢f ota+é lmmunLty"
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